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5Q Ontober 18, 1973

The Match Institution
.2101 S Street, 1lW
Itashington, D. C. 20098

Attentiou: Timothy L.s Jenkins
Chairma

This la in reply to your tolefax masuage of April 30, 1973, and
subsequent correspondence, protesting contract awards wade by the

asAl Business Administration (SBA)ipurmuant to solicii'atlon No. SBA%-
406- LA-73-l. e

The solicitation, for management end technical aaesetance to be
rendered to individurla for entlrprises pursuant to saction 406 of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (42 U.SC. 2906b), provtded for tha
award of 24 contracts, aach covaring a spocific geographtcal area.
All proposals received were submitted for vclhnical evaluation, following
which selection of the succoasful offerors %was madQ by SDA'u 406

( Policy Cormittee, Although you oubaitted prcpoealo for aXIx araIs, you
did not receive any of tho avarda.

You anaenr that "a thorough assessment of bidder capability was
apparently lacking, aerious procedural irregularities seem to have
oedutfrrd, there was an apparent diaregard for 'the otatutory mandate
of the 406 program and there in vtrong evidoace to support a racial
and ethnic blas in the resultp of the evaluation." On the basi, of
these allegations, you protest all of thoe.warwa made by SBA under
the instant solicitation.

I
fowaver, our review does not dieclose any irregularities or

other deficionces uuch'as would invalidato any of the awawrds. The
record shows that all propomals wore indapendently evaluoaed byr neah
amber of a 3-nan paneil In accordance with the evaluation criteria met
forth in the aolicitatioa, which provided for evaluation on thq basis
of the quillficaition. of the staff propooed to be used and tire previoum
ixuperience and effectiveneus of the offeror Jn providing the &ype of
servicae being procured. The record further *howa that for ranti 5, 6,
9 and Al, awards were made to offorors whose fdopooalu wvre rated higher
sad priced lower £iau yourpi6pomnl For area 2, your proposal ae,
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rated second highgst, but SDA reports that both it oud thh hisbent
rated proposal werp rejected because they d4d not indicate an pffice
in the area to be ,er#ed, an requtred by the policitation, You&
proposal and anothlr proposal for area 7 received thc identical high
rating (although you proposed a higher price), but 1SA -zeports that
these were also rejected because they failed to indicate an office
in the area. Li oue view, the awards for thene aream were wade In
accordancq with the policitation (which stated that awards would be
made "to the firms uhich, in the judgment of the Small. Busineis Admitis-
tration, are best quli.fied-price and all other factor. considered"),

With recpect to your claim of racial bias in the evaluation of
proposals, you state thee In 1970 you received a 406 contract and
performed all tas'js eatisfactorily, but that you have not received a
contract for any .ubsequent year. You nave also stated that must of
the contracts under t)hQ 406 program had originally been awarded to
minority firms, bul that very few minority' firms have been receiving
such awards in recent yetars* In response to your allegationu, SMA's
Office of ,Equal Opportunity and Cowpliancm conducted an investigation
&Md concluded that there were "no indications of racial discrimination"
Lu the evaluation of propomals and awarding of contractsundtr the
instant solicitation. It did report that there has been a "substantial
Trduction" in the number of minority contracts since the program began
In 1969, but explained that this "appeared to be due to a policy change"
from preferring minority firma "'by reason of their rapport with the
target coumunities"' to purchasing "'compateint services with due re-
gard for the SBA Policy to assist minorities."' The report states
that the policy change tesultid from "'poor performance' on the part
st the initial 406 contractorl." In view cf this explanation and the

V absence of any other evidence in the recorc bearing on this allegation,
we are unable to conclude that theoe procurements were tainted by racial
discrimination on the part 7 f ITBA peruonnel.

Accordingly, your protest Is denied.

Sincarely youra,

Comptrollar General
* floputy of the United States
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